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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. . 

3. Claims 1, 2 and 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Conklin 
etal. (U.S. Patent # 6,363,378). 

As to claims 1, 8 and 9, Conklin et al discloses a method, a system and a 
computer-readable medium containing instructions for controlling at least one processor for 
providing search results, comprising: 
receiving a search query (see column 1, lines 58-59); 

retrieving one or more objects in response to the search query (see column 1, lines 34-50, 
retrieved documents and see fig. 1 retrieval system 100); 

determining whether the search query corresponds to at least one query theme of a group of 
query themes (see column 3, lines 25-30 and column 4, lines 1-8); 



Application/Control Number: 09/734,887 • Page 3 

Art Unit: 2175 

ranking the one or more objects (see column 1, lines 34-50, a ranked list of retrieved documents) 
based on a result of the determination (see column 1, lines 34-50, search results including the 
ranked query feedback and a document hit list); and 

providing the ranked one or more objects (see column 1, lines 34-50, a ranked list of retrieved 
documents). 

As to claim 2, Conklin et al. discloses wherein the objects include web pages (see column 
2, lines 10-11, online world wide web). 

As to claim 6, Conklin et al. discloses wherein the determining includes: determining 
whether the search query corresponds to a query rule associated with each query theme (see 
column 4, lines 1-20, query rule reads on uses the query terms and its linguistic variant to 
process the query). 

As to claim 7, Conklin et al. discloses wherein each query theme is classified into a first 
set of topics(see column 6, lines 52-64, a focal category is a concept that best reflects the center 
of conceptual proximity of the topics in a cluster, see fig. 6 France is in first set of topics), and 
wherein the determining includes: classifying the search query into a second set of topics (see 
fig. 6 Places of Interest is in second set of topics), and determining that the search query 
corresponds to a query theme when the second set of topics relates to the first set of topics 
associated with that query theme (see fig. 6 Eiffel Tower can be reached from both sets of topic 
through a query). 
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As to claim 10, Conklin et al. discloses server (see fig. 8) comprising: 
a memory configured to store instructions and a group of query themes (see fig. 8, Main 
memory 1010); and 

a processor configured to execute the instructions (see fig. 8, Processor unit 1005) to obtain a 
search query that includes at least one search term, retrieve one or more objects based on the at 
least one search term(see column 1, lines 34-50, retrieved documents and see fig. 1 retrieval 
system 100), determine whether the search query corresponds to at least one of the group of 
query themes(see column 3, lines 25-30 and column 4, lines 1-8), rank the one or more objects 
based on whether the search query corresponds to at least one of the group of query themes(see 
column 3, lines 1-24, ranking for the query feedback terms); and provide the ranked one or more 
objects (see column 3, lines 1-24, the query feedback terms are then displayed to the user in the 
order ranked). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made, 

5. Claims 3-5 and 1 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Conklin et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,363,378) in view of Chakrabarti et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,356,899). 
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As to claim 3, Conklin et al. does not teach determining whether any of the one or more 
objects relates to a list of favored and non-favored sources. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches determining whether any of the one or more objects relates to a 
list of favored and non-favored sources (see column 1, lines 30-50, favored reads on example 
pages and non-favored sources reads on stop pages). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. to include determining whether any 
of the one or more objects relates to a list of favored and non-favored sources. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. by the teachings of Chakrabarti et al. to 
include determining whether any of the one or more objects relates to a list of favored and 
non-favored sources because "preferred" information elements are considered to have higher 
relevance to some specific subject matter (see column 2, lines 53-55) and non-favored sources 
may adversely affects relevance computation accuracy (see column 3, lines 18-19). 

As to claim 4, Conklin et al. as modified discloses wherein the ranking includes 
determining a score for those objects that are unrelated to the list of favored and non- favored 
sources using a first group of parameters (see column 7, lines 29-67 and column 8, lines 1-46, 
determines raw and descendent weight). 

Conklin et al. as modified does not teach wherein the ranking includes: 
determining a score for those objects that relate to the list of favored or non-favored sources 
using the first group of parameters and an editorial opinion parameter; and 
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ranking the objects based on determined scores; 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches wherein the ranking includes: 
determining a score for those objects that relate to the list of favored or non-favored sources (see 
column 19, lines 1-31 and column 20, lines 7-51) using the first group of parameters and an 
editorial opinion parameter(editorial opinion parameter reads on authority weight); and 
ranking the objects based on determined scores (see column 19, lines 30-3 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified wherein the ranking 
includes: determining a score for those objects that relate to the list of favored or non-favored 
sources using the first group of parameters and an editorial opinion parameter; and 
ranking the objects based on determined scores. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified by the teachings of Chakrabarti 
et al. wherein the ranking includes: determining a score for those objects that relate to the list of 
favored or non-favored sources using the first group of parameters and an editorial opinion 
parameter; and ranking the objects based on determined scores because weights for respective 
links may be increased to reflect the significance of the link. 



As to claim 5, Conklin et al. as modified does not teach wherein the editorial opinion 
parameter causes the rank of those objects corresponding to favored sources to be increased and 
a rank of those objects corresponding to non-favored sources to be decreased. 
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Chakrabarti et al. teaches wherein the editorial opinion parameter causes the rank of those 
objects corresponding to favored sources to be increased (see column 2, lines 53-55, higher) and 
a rank of those objects corresponding to non-favored sources to be decreased (see column 2, 
lines 53-55 and see fig. 14, delete stop pages from supplemented initial set, 295). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified wherein the editorial 
opinion parameter causes the rank of those objects corresponding to favored sources to be 
increased and a rank of those objects corresponding to non-favored sources to be decreased. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified by the teachings of Chakrabarti 
et al wherein the editorial opinion parameter causes the rank of those objects corresponding to 
favored sources to be increased and a rank of those objects corresponding to non-favored sources 
to be decreased because authority weight of link within a page may be increased/decreased 
beyond a default value to reflect relevance (see column 9, lines 30-35). 

As to claim 1 1, Conklin et al. discloses method used in ranking search results, comprising: 
developing one or more query themes (see Fig. 2, 212 identify themes for the document hit list 
implies developing, see column 3, lines 25-30 and column 4, lines 1-8). 

Conklin et al. does not teach determining an editorial opinion parameter for use in 
ranking search results identifying, for each query theme, a first set of objects as favored objects; 
identifying, for each query, a second set of objects as non-favored objects; and 
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determining an editorial opinion parameter for each of the objects in the first and second sets. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches determining an editorial opinion parameter for use in ranking 
search results (editorial opinion parameter reads on authority weight) identifying, for each query, 
a first set of objects as favored objects (see fig. 14, Were example authorities specified, 289); 
identifying, for each query, a second set of objects as non-favored objects (see fig. 14, Were stop 
pages specified, 289); and determining an editorial opinion parameter for each of the objects in 
the first (see column 8, lines 35-50) and second sets (see fig. 14, delete stop pages from 
supplemented initial set, 295). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. to include determining an editorial 
opinion parameter for use in ranking search results identifying, for each query theme, a first set 
of objects as favored objects; identifying, for each query, a second' set of objects as non-favored 
objects; and determining an editorial opinion parameter for each of the objects in the first and 
second sets. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al by the teachings of Chakrabarti et al. to 
include determining an editorial opinion parameter for use in ranking search results identifying, 
for each query, a first set of objects as favored objects; identifying, for each query theme, a 
second set of objects as non-favored objects; and determining an editorial opinion parameter for 
each of the objects in the first and second sets because the exact authority value for a page is not 
as significant as approximating the page's authority relative values for ranking purposes (see 
column 31, lines 11-14). 
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As to claim 12, Conklin et al. as modified discloses wherein the determining includes: 
determining whether the search query corresponds to a query rule associated with each query 
theme (see column 4, lines 1-20, query rule reads on uses the query terms and its linguistic 
variant to process the query). 

As to claim 13, Conklin et al. as modified discloses determining, for each query theme, 
one or more topics for determining whether a search query satisfies the respective query theme 
(see column 6, lines 52-64, a focal category is a concept that best reflects the center of 
conceptual proximity of the topics in a cluster). 

As to claim 14, Conklin et al. as modified discloses wherein the one or more topics are 
selected from at least one hierarchical directory theme (see column 6, lines 22-32). 

As to claim 15, Conklin et al. as modified does not teach wherein the first and second sets 
of objects are sets of web sites. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches wherein the first and second sets of objects are sets of web sites 
sources (see column 1, lines 30-50, first set reads on example pages and second set reads on stop 
pages). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified wherein the first and 
second sets of objects are sets of web sites. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified by the teachings of Chakrabarti 
et al. wherein the first and second sets of objects are sets of web sites because they represents a 
valuable and important information resource, including literally hundreds of millions of 
documents accessed by tens of millions of users daily (see column 12, lines 63-66). 

As to claim 16, Conklin et al. as modified does not teach wherein the identifying a first 
set of objects includes: identifying the first set of objects using host names. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches wherein the identifying a first set of objects includes: 
identifying the first set of objects using host names (see column 6, lines 2-30 and host names 
reads on web pages). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified wherein the identifying 
a first set of objects includes: identifying the first set of objects using host names. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified by the teachings of Chakrabarti 
et al. wherein the identifying a first set of objects includes: identifying the first set of objects 
using host names because they represents a valuable and important information resource, 
including literally hundreds of millions of documents accessed by tens of millions of users daily 
(see column 12, lines 63-66). 



Application/Control Number: 09/734,887 * Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2175 

As to claim 17, Conklin et al. as modified does not teach wherein the identifying a first 
set of objects includes identifying the first set of objects using one or more Uniform Resource 
Locator (URL) prefixes. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches wherein the identifying a first set of objects includes identifying 
the first set of objects using one or more Uniform Resource Locator (URL) prefixes (see column 
17, lines 37-48, links can be URL, web sites or host names). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified wherein the identifying 
a first set of objects includes: identifying the first set of objects using one or more Uniform 
Resource Locator (URL) prefixes. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified by the teachings of Chakrabarti 
et al. wherein the identifying a first set of objects includes: identifying the first set of objects 
using one or more Uniform Resource Locator (URL) prefixes because they represents a valuable 
and important information resource, including literally hundreds of millions of documents 
accessed by tens of millions of users daily (see column 12, lines 63-66). 

As to claim 18, Conklin et al. as modified discloses wherein the identifying a first set of 
objects includes: classifying each query theme into a set of topics from a hierarchical directory 
(see column 6, lines 52-64, a focal category is a concept that best reflects the center of 
conceptual proximity of the topics in a cluster), and identifying host names listed under the set of 
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topics as being in the first set of objects for that query theme (see fig.2 document hit list, 202 and 
see column 2, lines 10-11, online world wide web surfer is the user implies web sites). 

As to claim 19, Conklin et al. as modified does not teach wherein the editorial opinion 
parameter causes a rank of an object to be increased or decreased based on whether the object is 
in the first or second set. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches wherein the editorial opinion parameter causes the rank of those 
objects corresponding to favored sources to be increased (see column 2, lines 53-55, higher) and 
a rank of those objects corresponding to non-favored sources to be decreased (see column 2, 
lines 53-55 and see fig. 14, delete stop pages from supplemented initial set, 295). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified wherein the editorial 
opinion parameter causes the rank of those objects corresponding to favored sources to be 
increased and a rank of those objects corresponding to non-favored sources to be decreased. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. as modified by the teachings of Chakrabarti 
et al. wherein the editorial opinion parameter causes the rank of those objects corresponding to 
favored sources to be increased and a rank of those objects corresponding to non- favored sources 
to be decreased because "preferred" information elements are considered to have higher 
relevance to some specific subject matter (see column 2, lines 53-55) and non- favored sources 
may adversely affects relevance computation accuracy (see column 3, lines 18-19). 
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As to claim 20, Conklin et al. discloses computer-readable medium containing one or 
more instructions for controlling at least one processor (see fig. 8, Processor unit 1005) to 
perform a method for use in ranking search results, the method comprising: 
identifying, for each of a group of search query themes(see column 4, lines 1-8, the query theme 
vector presents a thematic profile of the content in the query). 

Conklin et al. does not teach a first set of objects as favored objects; a second set of 
objects as non-favored objects; and determining an editorial opinion parameter for each of the 
objects in the first and second sets of objects. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches determining a first set of objects as favored objects; a second 
set of objects as non-favored objects (see column 1, lines 30-50, first set reads on example pages 
and second set reads on stop pages); and determining an editorial opinion parameter for each of 
the objects in the first and second sets of objects (see column 2, lines 53-55 and see fig. 14, 
delete stop pages from supplemented initial set, 295). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. to include a first set of objects as 
favored objects; a second set of objects as non-favored objects; and determining an editorial 
opinion parameter for each of the objects in the first and second sets of objects. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. by the teachings of Chakrabarti et al. to 
include a first set of objects as favored objects; a second set of objects as non-favored objects; 
and determining an editorial opinion parameter for each of the objects in the first and second sets 
of objects because "preferred" information elements are considered to have higher relevance to 
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some specific subject matter (see column 2, lines 53-55) and non-favored sources may adversely 
affects relevance computation accuracy (see column 3, lines 18-19). 

As to claim 21, Conklin et al. discloses computer-readable medium containing a data 
structure (see abstract, lines 15-17, documents) comprising: 

a query theme field that stores at least one query theme (see column 4, lines 1-8, the query 
theme vector presents a thematic profile of the content in the query). 

Conklin et al. does not teach a favored and non-favored sources field that stores 
information identifying favored and non-favored web sites for each query; and an editorial 
parameter field that stores an editorial parameter for each favored and non-favored web site 
identified in the favored and non-favored sources field. 

Chakrabarti et al teaches a favored and non-favored sources field that stores information 
identifying favored (see fig. 14, Were example authorities specified, 289) and non- favored web 
sites (see fig. 14, Were stop pages specified, 289) for each query (query theme field reads on 
classification); and an editorial parameter field that stores an editorial parameter for each favored 
and non-favored web site identified in the favored and non- favored sources field (see column 1, 
lines 30-50, control parameters). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. to include a favored and 
non-favored sources field that stores information identifying favored and non-favored web sites 
for each query; and an editorial parameter field that stores an editorial parameter for each 
favored and non-favored web site identified in the favored and non-favored sources field. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Conklin et al. by the teachings of Chakrabarti et al. to 
include a favored and non-favored sources field that stores information identifying favored and 
non-favored web sites for each query; and an editorial parameter field that stores an editorial 
parameter for each favored and non-favored web site identified in the favored and non-favored 
sources field because "preferred" information elements are considered to have higher relevance 
to some specific subject matter (see column 2, lines 53-55) and non-favored sources may 
adversely affects relevance computation accuracy (see column 3, lines 18-19). 

As to claim 22, Conklin et al. as modified discloses wherein the at least one query theme 
includes at least one of a query theme rule and a set of topics from one or more hierarchical 
directories theme (see column 4, lines 1-20, query rule reads on uses the query terms and its 
linguistic variant to process the query). 

Response to Applicant's Remarks 
1. Applicant's arguments submitted on 1/16/2003 with respect to claims 1-22 have been 
reconsidered but are not deemed persuasive for the reasons set forth below. 

Applicant argues (under REMARKS section) that Conklin et al. does not teach or suggest 
1) a determining whether the search query corresponds to at least one query theme of a group of 
query themes and 2) the objects include web pages 3) representative image data found by said 
search unit. 3) query rule 4) determining whether any of the one or more objects relates to a list 
of favored and non-favored sources 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. Conklin et al. teaches 1) determining whether the search 
query corresponds to at least one query theme of a group of query themes because he teaches 
both theme and text queries, so determining whether the search query corresponds to at least one 
query theme in implied (see column 3, 65-67 and column 4, 1-8); 2) the objects include web 
pages because a user is surfing the web in the disclosure 3). query processing a set of rules uses a 
set of rules to find the query terms and its linguistic variant. 

Chakrabarti et al. teaches 4) determining whether any of the one or more objects relates 
to a list of favored and non-favored sources -- identifying a preliminary population of 
information elements example pages, stop pages as required — implies that a list of example and 
stop pages are created and the query is processed against the list. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



• 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shireen I Solaiman whose telephone number is 703-305-5893. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30 M-Thurs. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici can be reached on 703-305-3830. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7239 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



SIS 

March 20, 2003 
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